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IN THE UNIIED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
Conf. No. 7323 
Examiner: B. Phuiilailh 
Group Art Unit: 2477 
Att'y Docket: 2100.002900 
Customer No, 92585 
REASONS FOR PJRE-APPE/y:. BRIEF RE.QUEST FOR REVIEW 
Claims 1-5 and 8-12 stand rejected tmder 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as allegedly being obvious 
over Kim, et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,937,559) in view of Pfeii, et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,252,967). 
Applicants respectfully submit that the cited combination of references does not teach or suggest 
al! tlie Umitations set forth in tl>e pending claims, Applicants therefore respectfully submit that 
the Exaininer has not made n prima facie case that the pending claims would have been obvious 
over the cited combination. Applicants have submitted a Notice of Appeal and hereby request a 
pre-Appeal Brief panel review of the Examiner's rejections of the pending claims. 

The pending claims set forth, among otlier things, partitioning a code space in a 
communication system so that codes in a first subspace are assigned to users lx>r voice 
communication sessions uiitil the user's voice comm.unication session is complete, AH of the 
codes in a second subspace are assigned to each of a plurality of users for data communication 
on a time-shared basis so that each of the plurality of users can use all of the codes in the second 
subspace fox a selected time interval. Applicants respeccfblly submit that the cited combination 
of references does not describe or suggest many aspects of the time/code paititioning set forth in 
die pending claims. 
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First, Applicants respectfully submit tliat neither of the cited references describes or 
suggests segregating voice communication sessions and data commimication sessions to different 
code spaces that use different time/code allocation schemes, To the contrary, Kim teaches that 
Walsh pools are allocated on the basis of circuit data users. If a packet data user needs a Walsh 
number, the packet data user can be allocated a Walsh number liom the Walsh pool (or pools) 
that were previously created for circuit data users. Applicants therefore respectfully submit that 
Kim teaches that Walsh numbers are allocated to circuit and data users from the same pools . 
Pfeil does not describe or suggest any division of Walsh codes into different pools or spaces. 

Second, Applica^its respectfully submit that neitlier of the cited references describes or 
suggests that each of a plurality of data communication users can be assigned all of the codes in a 
second gubspac e . on a tiine-shared basi s so that each of the plurality of users can use all of the 
codes in t he second s ub s pace for a selected time interval . The Examiner admits on page .3 of the 
Final Office Action that Kim does not describe or suggest allocating codes to each of a plurality 
of users on a time-shared basis fox data communication. The Examiner therefore alleges that 
Pfeil describes the limitations that are admittedly missing ftom Kim, Applicants respectfully 
disagree. Pfeil states that il is well know that different remote units can be assigned one of the 
available Walsh codes for a period of time, See Pfeil, col. 2, 11, 55-61. However, Pfeil does not 
specify or defme the period of time or describe any criteria for determining the period of time 
tlaat a Walsh code is allocated to any of the users, Pfeil Is also completely silent with regai'd to 
whether Walsh codes in different portions of the Walsh code space should be allocated for 
different periods of time and/or based on different criteria. Applicants theretbre respectfully 
submit that the cited combination of Kim and Pfeil does not describe or suggest assigning all o f 
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the codes., in a second subspace to. users o n a time-share4 basis so each user can use all of the 
codes in the second subspace for a selected time interval. 

For at least the aforementioned reasons, Apphcants respectfully submit that the prior art 
of record fails to teach or suggest all the limitations set forth in the pending claims. Applicasits 
therefore respectfully submit that the Examiner has not made -d. prima facie ease that the pending 
claims would have been obvious over the prior art of record, Applicants respectfully request that 
the Examiner's rejections of claims 1-S and 8-12 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) be RE-VERSED . 
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